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ABSTRACT 

: — — ---^The^neX^^ implies a new structure for both 

planning and ^^^^^TgnTng^'g^ -Su ch an enviro nment is the 

manifested di'fference between those buildings dfisigned"lEor^Tij ai :i iin g-^ 
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and those designed for teaching, which becomes evident by the measure 
of flexibility of the facility itself and of the people within it^ 
This new environment will succeed if designers recognize that 
flexibility requires (1) ptodu<it awey:ene8S, both of building 
materials and furnishings; (2) openness that can be closed; (3) 
utilization of both horizontal and vertical space dimensions; (4) 
recognition that a school, if it is to serve the community/ must be 
planned for* more functions than merely that of housing a particular 
group of grade levels;^ and (5) recognition that, with 
individualization as the key,'' the unique purpose of the special new 
environment in school, facilities is to create a climate and a 
facility for self -motivation* (Author) 
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Sometime after accepting to speak about the title assigned, 
*Tlanning Educational Facilities: The I^ew Environment**, I 
called AMA Conference Program Coordinator, Ray Lenoue, for 
a clarification of syntax. Did he mean that the new environment 
referred to a new environment for' planning , or did it refer to 



the new environment of educational facilities themselves? I 
received the predictable answer, ''It could be both", so I plan to 
address myself briefly to the planning environment as welVas the 
facilities environment. The majority of comtxients will, however, 
be most closely <L8sociated with the latter. 

When we tSilk of the "new" environment, we assume that 
there was. an "old" environment which was somehow different. The 
old environment for planriing educational facilities had as its back- ' 
bone a rather "explicit line structure for decision making. In most 
cases contributions of ideas and opinions were received^ were 
^wl|^cd,_and^^ accepted, modL^icd^ or rejected by tliouc in 

undisputed authority.^^^iH^cn-^aciUt^^ were called 

upon to assist the Board of Education in achieving itr^oalr-arnd^the 
committee structure fit into the overall planning structure with a 
minimum of conflict because the chief concerns were commonly 
accepted ones such as numbers p£ pupil^to be housed, number and 



■squr;i'o iooia^>' oi voouMi, sp;;co and equipment for the rather 
standard;/,cd curriculum, and, at the Board level, decisions about 
the type of hcatihg to be installed, color schedules, wall and floor 
surfaces, proposed bonding schedules, Jiflind (that old pseudo- 
aesthetic questW) v/hcther the school. as designed by the architect 
looked like a school should look and fit its physical environment. 

■ * ■ • ' V • ■ 

How often this last item became the major conflict area in the 

r . ' ' 

planning process. r 



The new environment for planning is, without a doubt, a 
much tougher one in which to operate. In most comtnunities today. 



mass involvement in the plahning process appears to be m ore of a 

political necessity than ever before. Major fprces to contend v/ith * 

V include teachers, the parent' community, the total tax paying 

community; and an array of special interest gr.oups which apparently 
have more power than special interest groups of the past. We can look 
at the humber of bpnd. issue defeats wlierein a record number of 
refusal? was recently attained; we^can-^look at lafcor agreements 
which call for significantly more teacher and other staff involvement 
in the planning process than resulted from the a'dvisory input? formerly 
sought or,- all too often, benignly tolerated. We look'at the restraints 
that some of these contracts contain, such as restraints which 

, indicate that if one buildjlng in a school district has a particular type 
of facility other schools must get this also. And we look at battles ) 
currently raging as to whether board or administrative judgernent 

— is^,c_ceptaW^^to^ communiiy. In short, the » 'contributor slVpf the 

. past now really expect to^e^istened^to^^J^here is often a question 



oi ti-Ui,i, aiUi iu)v/ pi'v::;.isvj:s ^ for builUin^a school arc questioned 
as well as Iho concluiSions. ' 

.' ** • ' " ■ 

The district v;^ith which I am associated lost a recent's.chool 

bond' campaign for a number of reasons, but it is apparent that the 
^ ■ ■ . ■ • . ■ ' • ' ■• / 

greatest reason was the community challenge to the Board's conclusion " 

that enrollment Wfts; increasing at such a rate as to require additional 

facilities. Whereas the Board an'd administration felt the community 

would accept the need-for additional lyjusing and would like to provide 

community opinion as to-the overall type of school organization 

appropriate for the next few years, a great number of the community 

rejected the basic need. What the Board felt was self evident was 



not apparent to others with influence, and the bond referendum was 
doomed to failure at the start because of the impasse reached on'the 
initial premise. 



The ne\y environment in facilities planning- is, therefore, consistent ' 

with the activist environment' of our total culture. There has developed 

the near abolition of the traditional line structure for planning, and 

♦ ■ . - 

decision making is becoming truly decentralized. Educators and 

Board members must realize this fact if they are to reverse the trend 

of bond referendum defeats in the future. 

\Turning to the' old. and new "environments of educational 
facilities themselves, we may.find it somewhat more easy to identify 
the characteristics of each; The chief characteristic of the "old 
environment" fa^cHity.is that the major consideration in construction 
was that the school. should be "built, to last". I remember several 



■\ • ycara ;»j;o -ivl.a;^ a roporl Lo a j^roup of cilizcn.s in a 'Ma:ii;achu«ctts 

i ; town concerning a cbuplc of very old schools in that town. I thought 

1 . . ^ , , * 

I , the schools were unsafe and not suitable for econbrnical renovation. 

i .. ^ ^ ' . / 

At the conclusion of my report, a very elderly gentleman got up and 
said, ''That elementary school was named after my principal, and it- 

I . • . was a good school then, and it's a good school now. The audience 

i ^' ^ . . " ■ " '■ ^ 

' applauded. .The school is still being used. 



A. second characteristic of the old faciilitieff environment is- 
that they were generally conservative, and such'conservatism was an 
actual source of pride throughout the community.^ These schools 
employed a great amount of fixed equipment,, and they reflected the very 
stable curriculum of the school. One- could sense the feeling of per- 



^ " manence. Anbther characteristic is that these schools refrec'tedT.^ 

their design the orderly movement of students to and frpm specialized 
areas such as the juniol- high wing, the ''up'* ^or the 'Mown" staircase, ,/ 
the library, the shop . , '. . all meticulously scheduled for the year. 
\ The custodian knew he could sweep 'a certain corrids^r 1:45 daily,, 
beclsiuse no one would be in it. 

It is quite an indictment of schooLfacilities, and of education' 
itself, that the two mqst significant facilities innovations during a 
period of a hundred years were improved blackboards and the movement 
of the '.'baserhent''. From toilets in the -cellar to toilet^ on every floor 
..... the sum total of niajor structural innovation! . 

** ■ . ' ' ' . 

. But what is the ''new'' facilities environment? Unfortunately, 
* it's really not so new at all. Mqst newly constructed schools reryxain • 

ERIC' A / 



.as part of "old'' facilities ciivironrr.cnt, yet there is some cn- - 
couragemont to be obtained from a number of changes. First, It is 

* ■ 1 

lilvely that piann-or^s of new facilities have giVen thought to community 

environment and community aspiifations. " More and more do they 

• , , ■ ... 

reali/^e that even a primary school can be designed to serve all ages 

'* . » " 

in a neighborhood, ' Jt is only a primary school part of the time but an 

educational and recreational facility 16 'to 18 hours a day all year long. 

Second, ''new environment^' fabilities respond to tecjinological 
progress, thu^ provi5iing new efficiencies and, more/importantly, the 
broadening of an. individualized curriculum. ^ 

Third, lifiore schools are becoming servicable the year rpund. 



Fourth,« those oi us who"h«^ve~ had . Llie oppurLutiity--te-^lAi5^ei^L^ 
facilities have found out that we like flexibility, that it provides us 
with a vast store of building usage options that were considerably 
less available when schools were built as impregnable*^fortresses. 
We have discovered new products and find that these products when 
used in facilities construction permit us to have more curriculum 
flexibility. We fight *the traditional institutional look of the school 

facility and seek a warm and responsive environment for learning. 

^ ** • ■ . ■ 

' ■ , ^- ' ■ ' * ■ 

We have learned of the potential of £ftrniture-in affecting the climate for 
learning. We have found out that in planning to build a school we ' 
don't just look at other schools. , JWe look at homes, factories, air- 
planes, stores, display rooms, iand studios to obtain ideas which are 
applicable in developing a learning environment. We look at color , . 
texture, variety . of space sizes, and we try to ^ke these elements 



'vork :ov us, ;"ur bcUor education. 



So niuch for the basic differences between the old and new 
onviro2:nicn:5 yfor planning and for facilities. Of more importance 
"is what thi^new. environment really implies, . what we can do to change 
towards, or work within, this environment. Severa?. years ago an 
educational journal featured an article entitled ''These ..... 
Schools were Designed to Serve aiiy Forseeable Educational 

r ~ . , ' 

t 

Programs". Underneath was a drawing of a high school with varied 
shaped classrooms: diamonds, squares, triangles, 5 sided rooms, 
curved roonas, all in one school. Did they forsee much? They had 
merely changed shapes and fasten9d them firjnly to. floors and 
ceilings. Too often have Architects and educators assumed that 
changes in room configuration provide for present and future flexibilityn 



YeTtrSe^sfru^tOT^^ • W6 look at 

.'.»/■*•. . ■ * - . ■ ■ - ^ ■ — — 

the work of the pioneering SCSD Program, probably now familiar 

" • • ■* .. " .. " . * 

to all architects and most* school administrators, and we look at the 

. ♦ > 

work of architects lik§ John Shaver and Warren Ashley who are just 
two of a growing number of architects who seem to under stand, that 
flexibility means more than simply creating something that is different 
from past practice. [. / ' 

Shaver has. recently been working on tKe design of air support 

" ' "■■«*- 

structures and is concerned with the concept'of vertical as well^s 
horizontal space development within open plan structures. For a 
number of years, Ashl<5y ha^ been opening educational space in cxiiUiri]^ 
strucLiires as well as designing new open plan schools for both elementary 
and secondary levels. In looking at the annual exhibit of school 



r.rcliitocturc at tho 1972 AASA Convention, 1 concluded' that the - 
major differciTce between the 1972 exhibit and that of the precedin^i * 
year \va$> the great increase in the number of open, flexible , structural 
design:^ exhibited for all levels of education. For some reason the 
concept of openness at the elemcjvtary school level was apparently 
accepted by educators a few years in advance of that same, concept 
being accepted for secondary. or collegiate education. 

• \ ■ ■ ■ . ■ 

It is my hope that eventually a number of architects and 

■ ' ■' ■. « 

administrators will realize that the circus tent is/ 'perhaps, the - 
most flexihile structure that has been designed to date. Th^, circus/ 
itself, has long taken into account both vertical and horizontal space 

dimensions for performance, demonstration, and learning activities. 

■ '»»*'.■ 

Mixed with certain obvious disadvantages, the circus tent nevertheless 
approaches the ultimate in movability, provision for almost in^tant- 
^^<^"^45i^li^^ attention to sight lines, and 



a potential for excitement. 



^'The Learning Place" is a model school .which was, designed 
by contract with the Electric Heating Association. Though it is, 
somewjiat corhmercially oriented. The Learning Place model is 
certainly worth studying in order^.to open the mind of a would-be school 
.planner and get his, creative wheels grinding. Likewise, to hear 
John Shaver talk about air structures , . . « . . he speaks pf them as 
"buildings woven in the factory" . . . . . is very helpful. Or, delve ' 
into the vertical aspects of open planning, the use of porta-domes 



to (iclinc J"ioxibIc» i.solatedV iatorior space, or other concepts which. 
arc.no loiVj^oi- nearly as futv*ristic as they were 5 years ago. Use the 
mini-bibles of EFL (those are the ones with thick paper stock covers), 
or read tjioir "epistles" which arc published rathe r= regularly as part 
of the Schoolheuse scries of pamphlets • . " * ' _ 

' • . ..... 6 • Vi-^ * 

I recently heard John B^emev talking about the curriculum 
of an open school. He said, "Take time, space, subject matter and 
fiocial organization and out of them provide a^stifvicture for learning. " 
He. was i^>cusing on i learning structure, not a^building structure, but 
how apt it is to use tKese same elements in designing the structural ; 
^environment. Jts a matter of fact, the problems encountered in 
changing the facilities environment are the same, or very similar to, 

problems-one finds in attempting to make curriculum change. There 

. ■ ' ' - . . . - - . . . . • ^ ^ .- 

is the problem of what 'to change. Is the "tried and true" of the past 

' • * • ' 

and present to remain the "tried and true". of the future? There is the\ 

problem of what to change to,- the. necessity to hypothesize on the 

validity^"of^^mething~prior-^o4^ There is the prob lem 

of preparing for change, a complex problem which stresses human 

involvement, materials, and development of a favorable climate for 

change. There is the problem that some changers are doomed to Jfailure. 

Although in most changes we aim for efficiency^ "economy, and simplicit 

we so often work out some of the rnost complicated ways to achieve our 

goals and,^ conseonently, make them failures from the outset. A New 

York Times book review column about David Rogers' book, 

no Livingston Street , had a headline, "Fiddling While .the System Burns 

' . ' ' ■" ■ 

This is the great danger we face in considering either curriculum or 



We arc further faced with tht) problem of recognizing 

' gac^crry, whcthcrvit be technology for teaching o'r a part of a building^s 

equipment or structure. We face the problem of salesmanship7~of ^ 

getting the story to'thc public and obtaining support for our prpgran\. 

And finally, whether we're talking ahaut curriculurn change or 

changing the environment of a facjllxty^we 'face the pr^^blem of leaTning 

"^the lesson that changes made now ^will influence future changes.' So 

often this lesson has not been learned in time to avoiti; disaster. 

. • *» 
It is a legitimate question to ask wheth<5r now^'days it is rcfally 

possible for long term planning of facilities. «Are there not«other force 

that make it ever more difficult to determine evea the basic size ox 
■ . ' .-If. ^. , 

a ^s ingle structure'^ ' Are^ not the 'questions unanswerable, at least those 
questions- about sopial forces, educational program changes, extend'ed 

school year proposals, schools without walls or "pslrkway'* type 

■ , ^. <• ' • ' - . 

' • **• 
schools, shortened periods for high school traihing, neighborhood 

* ■ ■ • * * 

--J^lnd ergaj^ sus^de^'ehtralized 
occupational educsition facilities, and the like? Speculation about 
futures is one of the most vigorating -.exercises around and both 
broadens and liberali/.cs the .speculators, but it might not help *hcm 
make any^more valid decisions of «izc or shap^. " 

If Glen Cove Superintendent, Bob Finley, werje here, he 

— " ' * , " ■' ■ . * 

** • . • ' * • • . . * 

would have told you to build a" school fpr the superintendent after the 
next one . . . . a structure which has /'a built-in second guess*^ 



, It's a iroir.encIovK? line b'ut is not, I'm afraid, reality," Abbut»the 
only, way. to achieve this is to i?iake. all interior space in a school 

^ ■ . ' ' i ^ ^ 

completely ilexi>le (which is fine-unlcss we take the wt)rk .'^complete" 

. . ; . • . ' 

too seriously. If we do, we rnay pay' through the nose for the ultimate 

0 IT > - 

^ iniioxibiiity, and most places would reject such expenditure, ) . ^ 



As a general. statem.e.nt of planning philosophy, however, ' v 
Finley'? *'built-in second guess M idea is the'basic ingredient for " . 

effective decision. making in facilities planning/ Decisions about 

9* • • • ' 

\ school construction must,, and so often do not, consider the present ' 
\ • . ■ ; • • ■ . • ^ : . ^ - ■■: 

the intermediate term future as being equally important. Decisions 

should per » :;;.t. future change of course. Thus, a sdhool should not be 

designed^as a permanent anything, except, -perhaps, as a pei-manent 

.shelter frbrri^.the elements. Fluidity is the key concept^ in school design. 



\ 

The decisions "for .now^ as opposed to the decisions "for tHe 
. \ ■ . 

' future'' must neverthWss'be made. Matters of specific curriculum. - 

. ,- . ■ : x ; ■ • 

administrative organization, scheduling of time, basic educational 
philosophy are stilWimpbrtant; but the solutions to these immediajre 
problems must recognize certain potential constraints^on future 
programming, and these constraints can be minimized by the "for now 
AND for the ftiture" problem solving approach. A simple example 
may . help to make this clear. Suppose for now I am commited to an 

egg crate elementary school with a sink in each^classroom. and^want 

• *■ J ■ , * ■ 

the area near the sink to bis protected on tlie floor'with material / 
diffefrent from that in the reading corner a'r^a of the room. Easy to 
design now; hard to change later . . . . unless I speculate now about 

\ V-'- ,- • .-JO- v ; ' ■ - ' 



%<^v.i ail^^u'i.appcr. a: a futurcMlafc when someone else makes a 

• . ■ . >i * . - • ' . ■ ^ 

, <• , , ' ■ • - • ' ■ 

^do'cjsion to changii .;he oduc.itional cor.ccpt my currently traditional 

in^iliiy implies. If; I take the fubarc into consideration, I can stilly 

naw-; my s'iriiCti aiid l^ard and soft suriace areas; and even my egg 

crace. But -I can also provide through demountable . 

partitioning, through thoughtflil location of the \inl«', through 



contiidoi-atioi\ of logical extentions of floor surfacd-s "beyond, walls, 

• •• ■ \ . ■ ■ • ■ ■ \ 

-and through judXcipus -placement of various floor surfaces .... 
the opportunity f of^^my educational opposite to introduce hi^ program ' 
. economically and realistically when the time co^les. ^' » '"^ 

V V To some of you this may be an over simplification;,certain!ly * 

Planning of this nature ig, not fool proof because we cannot reach the 

. • * * *'-* • ' . ' - • * • * ■ 

ultimate flexibility £.nd satisfy everyone.. iWe can,' however, go well 

beyoijd what we have traditionally done to. provide a facility serviceable 
for a school both now and ia the future, ''i ' N . ^ ^ 

, • There seems to me to be great p.otentieCl in..pursuihg'more • 
vigorously the possibility of designing schools to become noh-sehools. 
or, conver§ly,- to design ijoii- educational facilities for industxy'.which 

^ ' .'** 

may well become excellent school facilities in the fu^re. M<any non- 

' •" ... ' ~ ,■ ' ° 

schools arc. currently in operation as schools, 'i>ut they,-' too, would . 

■ ■ * ■ • ...]','■'. ■ ■ . • . ' 

bettor serve today' schooLneeds if-thought was given af th^; bimc of 

■ .- ' ■ ■ ' 

their con^jtruction'that 'they might become schoqls. The implications 

■ ■ ^. * • ■ ■ . ■ • < ■ - 

are particularly important as we note nowadays more pronounced 

changes in birthrate .patterns, or as we. see some suburbs\becoming 

■ • . * ' .■ . ■ ■ • • ■ 

smajler While others, a covxnty away, are in the midst' of rapid growth^ 



•iiic%"iar now - for tho fuivirc" approach is a viable, even essential, 
planning meihodology. - Too few people make use of it. 

r 

To sum up, I have tried to indicate that the so-called 
new environment iir.plies' both a new structure for jfslanning and a new 
structure for designing sch6ol facilities. This new environment 
\vil]l not be suc<^essfully introduced if we met^ely try to be jazzy to 
ge't something .different. It will be yuccas sfulNif it recognizes that 
flexibility requires: \^ - "^'^ 

(? »{1) product awareness , .... both of building materials 
r: and furnishitigs. . ^ ^ . \ 



(2) openness that can be closed "(iristead of the other way around). 

^ ■ (3) utilization of both horizontal and vertical spacc^dimcnsions. 

(4) recognition that a school must be planned for more 
X functions* than merely to house any *particuiarl-gro\ip"^o'f ' 

grade levels^^f^t^^ 

and . (5) with individualization^as. the key, recognition that probably 
^^he unique purpose of the special new environment in school 
"^^ilities is to create a cliniate and facility for self- motivation 
..... something we have only begun to scratch the 
surface of. 



As Warren' Ashley has -said, ^'Buildings must be designed for learning more 
so than for teaching. " There is a difference, and that difference 

becomes evident by the measure of flexibility of the facility itself and — \ 

of the ptiople within it. * ^ .^-^ '^ ^ 
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